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Introduction

UCP Marjon has decided to take a thematic approach to carrying out equality impact assessments in terms of the academic service it provides to students.  A thematic approach is considered to be an effective and efficient use of resources to identify trends and adjustments that can be made in order to improve the student experience for any disadvantaged groups across the whole University College.
In February 2010, a number of University College staff formed a ‘Student Assessment Methods Equality Impact Assessment group’ in order to carry out a full impact assessment on student assessment methods.  The group (SAM EIA – see Appendix A), completed a preliminary equality impact assessment (see Appendix B) which identified a number of actions required.  These actions would help us to decide if there was (potentially) adverse impact felt by any equality target groups when being assessed and if so, how to mitigate any adverse impact.  The work included:-
· Collecting data (both quantitative and qualitative) to aid research on the range of assessment methods used within the University College and the effect on equality groups

· Involvement and consultation with any (potentially) affected groups of students and staff
· Reporting on the work of the group both to encourage further consultation with both students and staff, and to provide a means by which recommendations will be implemented by appropriate staff.

This final report summarises the research undertaken, the involvement and consultation mechanisms employed and the conclusions reached by the group members.and provides evidence for the full equality impact assessment report.  A number of suggested recommendations based on the results of research and consultation are also put forward.  Staff and students were asked to review the interim report during the consultation which took place throughout November 2010-January 2011.  All feedback has now been considered and this report is to be submitted to the Learning and Quality Standards Committee (LQSC).  It is anticipated that adjustments to the student assessment process will be made through Semester B and it is proposed that LQSC monitor progress through the Faculties.
The structure of this report is therefore:-

1. Executive summary

2. Research
3. Involvement and consultation

4. Analysis and Conclusions

5. Proposed recommendations

6. Background information – appendixes including a list of abbreviations used
7. References and Document Reference Grid
Executive Summary

This report summarises the work carried out over a period of ten months to ascertain whether or not particular groups of students are affected differently by the various assessment methods used in the University College.
Data was collected in a variety of ways to inform this work.  This included gathering student scores for different assessment methods and qualitative data, some of which was already available for analysis and additional data gathered specifically for this work.

Disaggregation of data by equality groups of gender, disability and age provided a means to establish if some groups of students may be at a disadvantage when compared with others.  Disaggregation of quantitative data by ethnicity was not possible due to low numbers of ethnically diverse students although qualitative data was available to inform this area.
Analysis of the data has highlighted groups of students who may be more disadvantaged than others.  This includes students who:-

· are disabled

· are young

· are male

· who have English as a second language

Interestingly the evidence showed that whilst all students disliked examinations, especially disabled students who felt their disability affected their performance, the data showed that students generally performed fairly well at timed examinations including disabled students.  (The only exception to this is with regard to young male students who did not perform as well in timed examinations).  

Whilst we cannot assume that this means there is no disadvantage felt by disabled students in regard to timed examinations, it is perhaps unsurprising given that student support for disabled students at assessment is more developed in this area where students receive many different adjustments.  Disabled students do perform less well than other groups of students in other types of assessments particularly in practical evaluations/performances and there appears to be an issue with regard to adjustments for this area of assessment which needs to be addressed.
With regard to young male students our findings are again unsurprising if considered against national trends of educational attainment for young males which tend to point to underachievement for this group.  Whether this underachievement is directly related to the type of assessment or as a result of other factors (for example motivation to work) is unknown but these findings should be considered alongside the wider arguments about privileged or disadvantaged groups in the UK.
Our research showed that there was a perception that the UC relied too much on written forms of assessment which disadvantaged both disabled students and those with English as a second language.  An investigation into the forms of assessment used within programmes in the former School of Sport, Physical Education & Leisure School found that this perception was a reality.

The recommendations put forward through this report (page 14) are suggested in order to alleviate some of the potential disadvantage that our research has uncovered.  Staff and students were asked to review the evidence gathered, the resulting conclusions and the proposed recommendations.  Feedback and comment received from staff and students through the consultation period is embedded into this final report where it was possible to do so.  (Full details of all feedback received can be found at Appendix N).
Feedback on this EIA can still be submitted to the group through the form at Appendix M.  Please complete this and send it electronically to ltout@marjon.ac.uk or by post to:-

Lynda Tout
Equality & Diversity Co-ordinator

UCP Marjon

Derriford Road

Plymouth

PL6 6BH
Alternatively you may telephone Plymouth (01752) 636775 and leave a message.
Research
2.1 One of the first tasks of the group was to carry out a preliminary equality impact assessment (see Appendix B).  After discussion the group agreed that assessment methods were deemed a high priority in terms of a full equality impact assessment.  They also agreed that whilst they believed there may be adverse impact on students with regard to age, disability, gender and race, there was no ready evidence to inform this. It was therefore decided that, in order to carry out a full EIA, a number of pieces of data should be gathered as outlined below:-

· Assessment methods used at the University College (UC) – see 2.2 below
· Student assessment results over various assessment methods and disaggregated by the equality groups (age, disability, gender, race) – see 2.3 below
· Qualitative data from students disaggregated by the same equality groups – see 2.4 below
· Any available data which might have a bearing on the results from our quantitative and qualitative research – see 2.5 below

2.2 Following research and advice by the Learning and Teaching Co-ordinators (LATCo’s) it was agreed that the following broad categories would be used in data analysis for this project:-

· Written coursework

· Practical evaluations/performances

· Oral presentations/assessments

· Timed examinations

The use of these categories would help us to establish if particular groups of students were more or less successful in a specific type of assessment method rather than just across the range of assessment types.

These four assessment types were chosen in order to separate assessments in terms of the skills they demand and in line with feedback from the Disability Co-ordinator.

All assessments, utilised within the programmes represented by the students in the sample, were categorized in this way.

Investigations were also made by the LATCo’s to understand how much of each type of assessment was used by the various programmes at the UC.  The main point noted overall was the high dependency on written coursework (see Appendix C for SSPEL analysis of assessments used).
2.3Following advice from the Information and Planning Officer it was agreed to use a sample of student’s assessment scores split into two groups.  Numbers of ethnically diverse students were extremely low and therefore members believed that any analysis of data from this group would be invalid.  It was decided to focus quantitative data research therefore on:-
· One group of approximately 60 students who had declared a disability.  The group would consist of 30 male, 30 female students from a spread of courses, and also equal numbers of ‘less than 22 years old’ and ’22 years and over’ at time of starting study with the UC.  

· One group of approximately 60 students who had not declared a disability.  The group would consist of 30 male, 30 female students from a spread of courses, and also with equal numbers of ‘less than 22 years old’ and ’22 years and over’ at time of starting study with the UC.  

The weighting of each type of assessment within the various modules was built into the data collection tool.

The students identified were a spread of 1st, 2nd and 3rd year undergraduates across a mix of programmes.

The Faculty Administrators inputted scores for assessments that took place in Semester A, years 07/08, 08/09 and 09/10, for the 120 students identified.  This amounted to a total of 1723 scores from 584 separate assessment components.  The data received, disaggregated by equality groups of gender, disability and age can be seen at Appendix D as average scores.  The analysis of the results highlighted the following points:-
· Written coursework - mature female students without disabilities scored highest.  Young male students without disabilities did worse.  Disability affected scores differently dependent on gender (female scores tended to be affected negatively in the ‘disabled’ group, male scores tended to be affected positively in the ‘disabled’ group).
· Practical evaluations/performances – most groups performed similarly except young male students with or without disabilities who fared worse.  Disability affected all scores negatively regardless of gender and age.
· Oral presentations/assessments – mature males with disabilities and young female students with or without disabilities, tended to be more successful.  No real pattern with regard to disability was seen - disability affected scores differently dependent on gender and age.
· Timed examinations – mature females without disabilities and young females with disabilities do best.  Young male students with or without disabilities fared worse.  Disability affected scores differently dependent on gender and age.
· Age – focusing solely on the age factor, mature students appeared to fare better in all types of assessments but particularly in practical evaluations/performances and written coursework.
· Disability – focusing solely on disability, disabled students fared better in exams than other students.  There was very little difference in written coursework results whether there was a disability or not.  In oral presentation/assessment there was a negative difference of less than 1% in the ‘disabled’ group.  With regard to practical evaluations/performances ‘disabled’ students scores were over 5% lower than the ‘non-disabled’ group.

· Gender – in all assessments, female students did better than male students. Most noticeable female students scores were 8% higher in timed examinations than male scores.

2.4Qualitative data was sought by group members from as many sources as possible.  The following was used to solicit qualitative information:-
· Student Union sabbaticals – anecdotal evidence of the representatives drawn from real experience
· Student Support staff – anecdotal evidence of staff working with students particularly those who identified as disabled (from a range of disabilities)
· Specially commissioned Survey to students known to be disabled conducted within Student Support
· Specially commissioned  Survey to the 120 students in the quantitative data set conducted electronically through Survey Monkey.  As these are the same students as in the quantitative data set these students represent a wide range of programmes and years
· Answers on assessment related questions from recent surveys including the National Student Survey and the Student Experience Questionnaire.

· Focus groups with two sets of students (young male students, disabled students). (The focus groups were advertised across the campus for participants but Student Union and Student Support also encouraged specific students to attend).
The results of this work to draw in further information can be found in Appendixes E to K however a short summary of the main findings is also provided below:-

· Anecdotally, clustering and end loading appeared to be significant issues raised again and again by students, particularly those with disabilities. 
· Again anecdotally - many students with disabilities declare to student union or others in an informal way however would not declare officially and therefore would not receive any adjustments.

· Disabled students frequently raised issues with regard to alternative assessments in student support.
· Issues with many assessments being of a written form was also frequently raised by both disabled students and students where English was not a first language, students suggested a better mix of methods being implemented.

· Student Support survey – highlighted specifically class based exams as a cause of stress with disabled students not being given extra time or other adjustments that they would receive automatically for formal exams.  Students also expressed stress about exams and some stated they believed they performed better in presentations.
· Survey Monkey survey – the majority of students disliked timed exams, many of them stating it was purely a test of memory.  Disabled students felt strongly that timed exams put them at a disadvantage and felt that their disability was a factor in their preference for different types of assessment.  Young male respondents preferred written coursework and oral presentations and also felt that timed exams put them at a disadvantage although no equality factor was recognized as attributing to this.  
· NSS 2010 – students commented on the emphasis on written assessments.  One student commented that this put them at a disadvantage due to their first language not being English and suggesting that a mix of oral and written assessments would have felt fairer.

· Student Experience Survey 2009 – comments were made by a mature and a young female student with disabilities with regard to needing more support generally for assessments and from lecturers.  Comments also included a belief that generally too much emphasis was put on writing skills.

· Focus Group with ‘Young Male’ Students – students found exams stressful and felt that they learnt more from oral presentations and written coursework.  Interestingly they rarely asked for help and put this down to pride and overestimating their own abilities.  Their perception of study skills was that it was for ‘geeks’ or ‘weaks’ and they didn’t use their services as they didn’t want to stand out from the crowd.  They did use group based study skills help, online advice and handouts where these were available.

· Focus Group with ‘Disabled’ Students – raises similar issues to some already mentioned above for disabled students (including clustering of assessments and too much written assessment).  Additionally issues with regard to adjustments for some types of assessments particularly in-class tests where disabled students often felt no adjustment would be available and issues with regard to working with other students on group presentations.

Student’s perceptions about their abilities and success often contradicted the quantitative evidence the group studied (for example, “disabled students felt strongly that timed exams put them at a disadvantage”, when in fact the quantitative evidence showed that disabled students in the sample set did relatively well in timed exams).  
In addition, whilst students often remarked on their liking or dislike for a particular assessment type, it should be noted that the surveys were aimed at identifying disadvantage due to equality rather than preferences. 
2.5The Equality Challenge Unit has published much research on assessment and equality groups.  Of interest to this work we note:-

· Ethnicity, Gender and Degree Attainment Project Final Report¹. The research undertaken by the Project Team did not find information to contradict the former DfES research which reported that ethnicity and gender had been found to have a significant effect on degree attainment.  This report also suggests that “more research and development activities are needed to strengthen demonstrably fair, inclusive and helpful assessment and feedback regimes for all students”.  The report of the Ethnicity, Gender and Degree Attainment Project acknowledges previous research into issues with regard to gender and assessment that found exams favour males and coursework females.
· Equality in Higher Education Statistical Report 2009².  This report analyses student data from five years up until 2007/8 and concludes a number of points of interest to this work on assessment:- in general, women are more likely to obtain a higher class of degree than men; among first-degree qualifiers, nearly two-thirds (66.4%) of white qualifiers achieved a first or upper second class honours degree with BME qualifiers being closer to half (48.1%); in every disability category, the proportions of women are higher than men, except in autistic spectrum disorder where men represented 80.2%; 59.3 of first-degree qualifiers known to have a disability obtained a first or upper second class honours degree compared with 62% of those not known to have a disability.
In addition the group received a report from the Disability Co-ordinator with regard to alternative assessments for students with disabilities (see Appendix L).  This noted the specific issues for disabled students and recommended a flexible approach to assessment with less reliance on written forms of assessment. 

Through the consultation period, a journal article was brought to our attention by staff.  This article published by Becky Francis³ summarises some of the discourse on the ‘gender gap’ in achievement between boys and girls and highlighting feminist concerns on the ‘poor boys’ discourse which has negative permutations for girls’ schooling.
3
Involvement and Consultation

3.1
Members wished to take a consultative approach to this task and have sought student and staff involvement and consultation throughout.  

3.2
Student Union representatives became group members from the outset.  Initially Student Union were represented by Nikki Unwin (Student Union, Deputy President) who also co-ordinated the ‘Young Male Student’ focus group.  When Nikki Unwin’s sabbatical came to an end in July 2010, the new Deputy President Joe Benson joined the group.
3.3
A number of mechanisms were employed to consult with students and these are listed at 2.4 above.

3.4
The interim report was presented to Student Representatives at the Student Experience Forum held on 11th November 2010 as part of the consultation.  The aim of this was to solicit further views on the work carried out, on the conclusions reached and on the recommendations put forward.  The report was also made available to all students through Learning Space to provide comment on.  See Appendix N for feedback received.
3.5
Students were also made aware of the report and work through the Student Union and through the Disability Implementation Group (DIG).
3.6
Students who responded to the Survey Monkey survey were provided with a copy of the interim report to provide them an opportunity to feedback further.

3.7
Academic staff were represented on the group by the Chair (Dean of FSMCA, previously Dean of SSPEL), by the LATCo’s (now the Faculty Leads Learning Enhancement and Student Experience) and by the Head of Quality and Student Experience. 

3.8
Support staff were represented on the group by three members of student support (Head of Student Support, Disability Co-ordinator and the Dyslexia Support Tutor).

3.9
Registry, as the team responsible for assessment regulations and policy, were represented on the group by the Head of Registry, and the Learning and Quality Unit were represented by the Quality Assurance Officer.

3.10 The interim report was presented to staff as part of the consultation.  Staff were encouraged to give views on the work carried out, on the conclusions reached and on the recommendations put forward.  The interim report was also made available through the intranet and newsletter for any member of staff to provide comment on as well as being provided at the Disability Implementation Group (DIG).  See Appendix N for feedback received.
3.11 Following the completion of these consultations all feedback was considered by the group members.  The conclusions and recommendations were reviewed and amended as appropriate.  The report was then finalized ready to be submitted to the appropriate UC Committee in February 2011 ( LQSC).
4
Analysis and Conclusions

4.1
Timing of assessments, clustering and end-loading is an issue for many students however this appeared to be more of a problem for disabled students.  Whilst it is recognized that Module Leaders try hard to avoid this situation it is sometimes an unavoidable consequence of a modular degree structure.  Programme Leaders who have an overview of all of the compulsory modules of a programme might be able to review the timings of assessments as part of validation and annual monitoring to ensure that assessments are spread better over the academic year.
4.2
The over-dependence on written assessments can have an adverse impact on many students, particularly those for whom English is not their first language and for many students with disabilities.  For some courses written assessment is recognized as the most appropriate form of assessment however in other programmes it might be possible to limit the use of written assessment and make wider use of alternative forms of assessment.
4.3
Adjustments for students with disabilities are more problematic in terms of practical evaluations/performances.  This does seem to be an area where disabled students do less well and feel less confident about the UC’s approach to inclusivity.  This is evidenced in the number of issues raised in student support in terms of practical assessments and is seen in the results of disabled students in the data set.  It might be appropriate for some guidance to be issued to academic staff in terms of practical evaluations.  This guidance would need to address specific disability and assessment issues.
4.4
Age, disability and gender are all seen to have an impact on assessment scores and preferences.  Whilst there is little that can be done to reduce impact in each area, it is concluded that a better mix of assessment types as indicated in 4.2 above, would reduce the impact overall on certain equality groups.  In addition this would help those students who do not declare their disability.
4.5
Young male students perform less well than all other groups in all assessment types.  This reflects a national trend in terms of ‘young white males’ performance in education and may therefore be as a result of lower entry tariffs rather than as a result of the UC’s performance.  The dominant discourse of the underachievement of males is contested and therefore, whilst we recognise that the data appears to show an underachievement, we also recognise that we have been unable to take other factors, such as motivation to work, into account.  The focus group with young males provided an insight into the possible reasons why this group of students does not access additional help despite receiving lower scores from assessments.  Whilst we are aware that the Study Skills team is already providing some study skills advice away from the Student Support location, this might be an area that could be developed further in order to encourage young male students to engage with student support.
4.6
Disabled students generally perform well in timed exams, suggesting that adjustments provided to disabled students make a positive difference.  Despite the reality, disabled students tend to dislike exams and feel they are unfairly disadvantaged in this form of assessment.  Since the results do not match the perceptions of students, it might be appropriate for staff to communicate this to students to boost their confidence in this area.  

4.7
In class tests (less formal exams) disabled students do not always receive the reasonable adjustments they have been advised they should have.  This has caused confusion since students believe they have already had their disability assessed and therefore feel they should have the adjustment automatically, whilst the lecturer involved may be completely unaware of the disability and required adjustment.  Information held in Registry on adjustments is not always accessed by staff for every informal type of class based assessment.
5
Proposed Recommendations

5.1
More specific guidance to be provided at validation on assessment load, weightings etc to both the proposing teams and the panels.
5.2
Good practice guidelines on assessment to be developed and provided to Programme/Module leaders.  These guidelines would provide advice with regard to considering clustering, end-loading and over-dependence on written forms of assessment.
It is also suggested that this guidance would specifically cover managing adjustments for practical evaluations/performances for a range of disabilities and advice on general adjustments that can be made in a pro-active manner which would benefit all students.
5.3
Academic staff and study skills staff to work together to find further opportunities to encompass study skills into modules.
5.4
Findings shared with students in order to ensure that perceptions of disadvantage in terms of timed examinations can be minimized and to encourage undeclared disabled students to come forward for support where appropriate.

5.5 Academic staff to ensure students are clear about the nature of the assessments they will be undertaking for a module and that Registry is informed if a formal, in class timed assessment is planned so that appropriate support can be put into place for eligible students.
5.6
Module Guides should outline to students that adjustments will be offered automatically for declared disabled students for timed examinations but for other types of assessment additional advice may need to be sought.

Following the period of consultation an action plan will be developed in order to take the recommendations forward.
Appendix A
Student Assessment Methods Equality Impact Assessment
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Jenny Barnicoat, Head of Student Support

Joe Benson, Student Union – Deputy President 2010-11

Christine Buswell, Disability Co-ordinator

Jasmin Chapman, LATCo SEPD - 2009-10
Colin Dawson, LATCo representative September 2010

Wendy Gill, previously Head of Learning Enhancement, now Head of Quality & Student Experience

Gill Golder, LATCo SSPEL - 2009-10
David Fulton, Information & Planning Officer

Robert Heath, Student Union – President 2010-11

David Jordan, Head of Registry

Sam Peach (Chair), previously Dean of SSPEL now Dean of Faculty of Sport, Media and the Creative Arts FSMCA
Nicky Primavesi, Student Union – President 2009-10

Val Reardon, LATCo for SCCS – 2009-10

Jan Scaffold, Quality Assurance Officer

Heather Sunderland, Dyslexia Support Tutor

Lynda Tout, Equality & Diversity Co-ordinator, Acting as Secretary for the Group
Nikki Unwin, Student Union – Deputy President 2009-10

Appendix B

Student Assessment Methods

Preliminary Equality Impact Assessment

Department:  Cross-UCP Team
1. What item is being assessed?

	Assessment Methods and Practices used across the campus – this includes the use of timed examinations, written coursework, practical evaluations/performances and oral presentations/assessments.


2. What is the purpose of the item?
	To evaluate and assess students’ learning


3. Who has the authority to make changes to the item?

	Whilst it is the role of Programme Leaders/Faculty Heads to set appropriate assessments, the SAM EIA Group have been given authority to review and make recommendations which will be implemented across the University College.


4. Who is affected by the item?
	All students/all potential students/Programme Leaders


5. Who implements the item?

	Programme Leaders


6. Does, or could, the item have an adverse effect on members of an equality target group?

	Group
	Yes
	No
	Unclear¹

	Age
	
	
	x

	Disability
	
	
	x

	Gender
	
	
	x

	Race
	
	
	x

	Religion/belief
	
	x
	

	Sexual Orientation
	
	x
	


7. Does, or could, the item help to promote equal opportunity for members of equality target groups?

	Group
	Yes
	No
	Unclear¹

	Age
	
	
	x

	Disability
	
	
	x

	Gender
	
	
	x

	Race
	
	
	x

	Religion/belief
	
	x
	

	Sexual Orientation
	
	x
	


8. Does, or could, the item contribute to a specific duty in equality law?
	Duty
	Yes
	No
	Unclear ¹

	Promoting good relations between members of different racial groups
	
	x
	

	Promote equality between men and women
	x
	
	

	Eliminating harassment of people because of their race, disability, gender, age, sexual orientation or religion/belief
	
	x
	

	Encouraging the participation of disabled people in public life
	x
	
	

	Providing for the needs of disabled people
	
	x
	


9. Should a full assessment be carried out on this item?²

	Yes
	No

	x
	


10. What is the justification for the decision about full assessment?
	Research is required to ascertain whether assessment methods have differential impact on various equality target groups.  Research will need to focus on gender, disability, race and age as these are the areas where anecdotal evidence suggests there may be some adverse impact.

The full assessment process will need to take into account quantitative and qualitative evidence and also consult appropriately with students/potential students belonging to the potentially affected groups.


11. What priority does the item have?
	High
	Medium
	Low

	x
	
	


12. Who was involved in the assessment of the item and how?
	The SAM EIA group members.  (SAM EIA = Student Assessment Methods Equality Impact Assessment).  This group is made up of:- Dean of SSPEL, Head of Student Support, Disability Coordinator, Equality & Diversity Coordinator, Learning & Teaching Coordinators, Quality Assurance Officer, Head of Registry, Head of Quality Enhancement, Information & Planning Officer, Dyslexia Support Tutor and Student Union Deputy President.




This preliminary assessment was approved by:
Name:   Dr Sam Peach (Chair of SAM EIA Group)
Job Title:  Dean of SSPEL
Date: ___10/4/10________________________     Contact Extn: ______________
Please send a copy of this completed form to: Lynda Tout, E&D Coordinator.  The original should be returned to your EIA Plan Owner.

Reference Notes

1. No-one knows or opinion is divided – further research may be required in full assessment.
2. An item does not have to be fully assessed if all the answers to Q’s 6, 7 and 8 are “No”.  If any answer is “Unclear”, the item should be provisionally treated as one that could have an effect.
Appendix C
Types of Assessments Used in SSPEL
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What is evident:

We use written course work more than any other form of assessment

The range of written coursework is diverse, but the use of essays is most popular

At C and D level  we assess students more in semester A than in Semester B 

At D and H levels we use examinations more in semester B than A

Different subject groups use types and varieties of assessment for different levels

Sport and Health Sciences and Sport and Leisure assess students most over the three year programmes (although these include dissertation modules)

Outdoor Adventure and Geography use written assessment least

Coach and Physical Education (excluding B.Ed) use the least assessments over the three years
Appendix D
Data from 120 students’ assessment scores

	Average Score
	
	
	

	 
	Gender
	 
	 

	Element Type
	F
	M
	Grand Total

	Oral presentation/assessment
	57.12
	54.49
	55.28

	Practical evaluation/performance
	64.45
	59.95
	61.48

	Timed examination
	53.11
	45.11
	48.66

	Written Coursework
	55.21
	51.67
	53.37

	Grand Total
	55.23
	51.08
	52.97

	Average Score
	
	
	

	 
	Status
	 
	 

	Element Type
	Disability
	No Disability
	Grand Total

	Oral presentation/assessment
	54.78
	55.58
	55.28

	Practical evaluation/performance
	58.36
	64.13
	61.48

	Timed examination
	49.37
	47.74
	48.66

	Written Coursework
	53.16
	53.63
	53.37

	Grand Total
	52.66
	53.32
	52.97

	Average Score
	
	
	

	 
	Age
	 
	 

	Element Type
	< 22
	> 22
	Grand Total

	Oral presentation/assessment
	54.85
	56.11
	55.28

	Practical evaluation/performance
	59.13
	65.18
	61.48

	Timed examination
	46.85
	50.35
	48.66

	Written Coursework
	50.32
	56.14
	53.37

	Grand Total
	50.57
	55.31
	52.97


Data from 120 students’ assessment scores continued…
	Average Score By Disability/Gender/Age 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Disability
	No Disability

	 
	F
	M
	F
	M

	Element Type
	< 22
	> 22
	< 22
	> 22
	< 22
	> 22
	< 22
	> 22

	Oral pres/asst
	59.60
	52.25
	51.37
	61.56
	59.43
	56.17
	54.21
	54.87

	Practical evaluation/perf
	63.14
	62.43
	53.22
	62.71
	65.00
	68.00
	60.29
	66.79

	Timed exam
	57.00
	50.70
	43.66
	48.65
	48.55
	58.17
	41.91
	45.97

	Written C’work
	49.68
	55.28
	49.30
	56.98
	54.89
	60.72
	47.50
	52.31

	Grand Total
	52.07
	54.44
	48.63
	55.43
	54.66
	60.31
	48.27
	52.34


Appendix E
Qualitative Data from Student Support Staff

Problems raised with Academic Counsellor:

· End-Loading  assessment deadlines or clustering assessment deadlines around school half terms/terms


While many students prefer deadlines as late as possible in a term/semester; mature students with parental responsibilities have pointed out that half-term and end of term school breaks are a point of maximum stress rather than reduced stress. (Age/Gender)

· Assessing oral presentations and group work.  A mixed diet of assessment including oral/audio-visual presentation techniques is often desirable on academic grounds but can be discriminatory where groups self-select (and one group is identified as the ‘difficult group’ by other students/tutor in relation to mental health/personality issues. (disability/mental health)
· Public feedback on assessment where a tutor unintentionally identities an assessment as ‘very weak’ in a manner that allows a student to be identified (especially if the tutor is unaware of a student’s disability. e.g. severe dyslexia etc).
· Written assessments (often in examination conditions) where a British ‘ethnic minority’ student (whose first language may not have been English) finds specific difficulties even if orally they are competent English speakers. (ethnicity)

· Providing Assessment guidance or organising in-class informal assessments at times or on dates when a student may have religious observances. (eg. Mid-day Friday onwards for orthodox Jews & Muslims).

· Allowing student with a particular disability to choose a module with a type of assessment that the student will find particularly stressful without considering appropriate alternative assessment until the module is well under way. (disability)

Problems raised with Study Skills:

1. Clustering of assignments. It may be that this is a deliberate policy in order to assess how well students cope under pressure? BUT difficult for students to learn if the process is not cumulative i.e. learn from feedback from earlier essay.

2. Lack of clarity regarding what the student is required to do-vague essay titles.

Qualitative Data from Student Support Staff continued…
3. Lecture which has relevant information for the essay, given sometimes a week before the essay is due to be handed in.

4. Essay titles that do not relate to the learning outcomes-or do but very tangentially.

5. Very generic marking criteria-sometimes difficult for the student to understand why they received a certain mark.

6. Dissertation module guides vary from excellent in some subject areas, to rather vague in others.

7. Referencing-need for a common standard, as can vary from tutor to tutor and the student can be penalised for using a tutor’s preferred method!

8. Lack of consistency in the amount of feedback written on a piece of work from tutor to tutor.

Appendix F
Qualitative Data from Student Support Survey

Students were asked a total of 19 questions and also given the opportunity to write about their experience and any suggestions for improvement. Of the 19 questions, 8 were specifically related to student assessment. This process is currently ongoing but to date we have received 16 responses. 
When asked ‘What are your views about the way you are assessed on your course at UCP Marjon?’ student B replied, “I’m happy to have no exams, a little confused about assessment on presentations”. 

Student C replied, “I think some teachers should take into account people with disabilities more when it comes to assessments”. 

Student D replied, “I think we are assessed well but I would like better feedback”.

Student H replied, “Different types of assessment were used over the three years. Exams/assessments. No type is easy but it has to be done”. 

Student I replied, “It’s good that there is a mix bit I don’t understand why we don’t get our extra time in class exams even though they still count towards my final grade”. 

When asked ‘Do you prefer one specific type of assessment? E.g. written assessments/essays, examinations, presentations, practical assessments student B replied, ‘written assessments are best for me’. 
Student G replied, “I prefer to be assessed through written assessments/essays and practical assessments”.

Qualitative Data from Student Support Survey continued…

Student H replied, “I don’t like exams because of my poor auditory/visual memory. However the others allow time and resources and that feels fair”. 

Student I replied, “I find written difficult to do but the support helps. I prefer written over exams due to my dyslexia. I find them very hard and worry that they can’t read what I have written. Presentations (I) don’t like because of remembering what to say”.

When asked ‘which assessment method to you find most stressful?’  Seven respondents replied exams, four replied presentations and 4 replied essays. 

When asked ‘which type of assessment do you find the hardest?’ five respondents replied exams, two replied presentations and seven replied essays.
When asked ‘which type of assessment do you tend to perform better in?’ two respondents replied exams, six replied presentations, four replied essays, two replied practical work and student A said “I get similar results from presentations, essays and exams’. 
Appendix G
Qualitative Data from Survey Monkey

Introduction

· Sent to 120 students (same as those in our original sample set).

· 30 completed questionnaires (25% completion rate).

· Aim of survey to explore preferences in assessment methods and gain insights to student perspectives on assessments.

General breakdown of students who completed the questionnaire
· Majority of students were in the second or third years.

· 19 female, 11 male students.

· Age varied – 9 aged 21 or under, 10 aged 22-30, 11 over 31.

· 11 declared a disability, 4 did not wish to comment.

· Only 1 declared English as second language.

· Majority White or White British ethnicity (29).

Quantitative Results
· Half of respondents disliked timed examinations.

· 12 respondents felt that timed examinations put them at a disadvantage, 7 oral presentations and assessments, 4 written coursework and 3 practical evaluations and performances.

· 10 respondents felt that there may be particular equality factors affecting the type of assessment they preferred (5 were unsure).

· 12 respondents felt the primary factor affecting the type of assessment preferred was disability, 1 mentioned age as a factor.

Qualitative Data from Survey Monkey continued…

Qualitative Comments
· Comments on why students felt that certain assessments put them at a disadvantage included timed examinations being a memory test, feeling that written coursework gave more opportunity to express what they had learnt in-depth and feeling a mixture of assessments is better than a bias towards any specific type of assessment.

· Comments and responses to whether students felt some types of assessments put them at a disadvantage made lots of references to disability particular dyslexia and nervous conditions.  There were 16 different comments.

· With regard to alternative assessments students might prefer, many options were suggested but these tended to be practically based in the main with one student suggesting that disabled students should be able to choose between an oral or written assessment.

· Additional comments made include deadlines always coming together, inconsistency of marking and quality of feedback, weighting of essays and exams being memory tests.
Appendix H
Data from assessment related questions on student surveys
Please note these are listed without any changes
· I had some trouble surrounding my disability (dyslexia). I didn't have support until my third year. After I had support it made a huge difference to my life/learning.

· Assessment - marking of essays is very variable between tutors. Some people get higher marks for work that is pretty poor. Some lecturers just read off Powerpoint - making is very dull and uninteresting.

· Exams as assessment would be better indicator of learning. Coursework easier to copy from journals etc.

· No consistency with marking of assignments.  Grades ranged from 40s to 70s!

· Continuity of marking of assessments, especially things like Harvard Reference and layouts.

· To be honest some of the teaching has been poor. I was on a distant learning module and the tutor did not offer any extra support of seminars to help with our problems. I don't think that we should be doing exams either. Why when doing a teaching degree should the university need to know who much I can remember, as this didnt help in my learning and was not able to take in depth the whole module, I was only focusing on what I needed to learn for the exam. All assessments should be assignments.

· i have concerns with the fact students grades go down during placement . levels of student ability is not recognised and is merrited on accedemic ability instead of the practice of the student. i feel more support from placement supervisors would benefit students a great deal. i think the wording of essay assignments could be written plainly try www.parksims.co.uk where customer freindly writing advice is available. i think consideration is not taken with regards mature students entering university as some might need more support than what is offered. i think student support services needs to be bigger to accomodate students, in my experience there were not enough staff to cover this. there needs to be more time put into debates to encourage students to learn the ability to challenge issues.

· I do not believe there is  equality in realtion to marking. 

· did not receive as much support on assignments as i would have hoped. Would have rather spent more time teaching as i have leant a lot more this way.

· Different teachers look for different things when marking and give inconsistent marks and feedback. 

· Assessment is the main problem, i am on a teaching course and should be assessed on my teaching rather than my ability to write long essays! a diverse assessment style would benefit students and lecturers alike.

· Other courses have expressed concerns over lecturueres not turning up.Developed a reputation for unfair markers in assessment.

· Assessment - the fairness of assignment marking. At the end of the day, the marking criteria is alway adhered to, but personal opinions do reflect comments and marks awarded. Sometimes I wish there was the time for ALL assignments to be moderated. 

· too much emphasis is on the ability to write an academic sounding essay...students should be assessed on their level of understanding of a topic, not on how well they can write about their understanding. Equality should take into account the individuals learning needs; module assessment should have enough flexibility to allow for individual strengths to be taken advantage of to give everyone a fair shot in assessments. Drama does this well, but Community practice does not at all...where is the consistency?

· poor assessments, lack of help with assessments. 

Appendix I
Questions from Student Union for Focus Groups
On the table will be four laminated coloured cards;

[image: image8.emf] 


Students will be asked questions, and given small circular coloured cards to put on each assessment method. E.g.

1.  Which of these assessment methods do you prepare the most for? (will have small green cards with “most prepared” on)

2.  Which of these assessment methods do you prepare the least for? (Red cards – “least prepared”)

3.  Which do you find most stressful? (Yellow)

4.  Do best in?(Blue) 
5.  Worst in? (Pink) 
6.  Most useful in terms of learning outcomes (learn the most in)?

7. Confident in?

8.  Which have you asked for help in previously (either from Student support, personal tutor ect)

Students will be encouraged to discuss between each question, and added questions will be asked for example, why? How? And so on. 

Either after or during this exercise we would like to make sure the following questions are answered/ discussed;

1. Why do you find ....... the hardest?

2. Do you know how you could improve on the marks you receive in each method?

3. Have you ever been to Student Support? E.g. Study skills? Why not? What for? 

4. When have you used your personal tutor/ academic support? 

5. How do you use the feedback you get from assessments? 

6. Looking back over the past year/ two/ three years, when you have not achieved as much as you would have liked, what do you think the possible reasons for this were?

7. Generally in an assessment, what mark would you aim for?

8. After an assessment, do you have a general idea of the mark you will get, and is this usually about right?

9. How much preparation time would you spend approx on each method?
Appendix J

Data from ‘Young Male’ Focus Group

Please note 12 young male students were contacted by the Student Union and 6 agreed to attend the focus group however only 2 students did in fact attend.
1. Most prepared for:- 2 x oral presentations

2. Least prepared for:- Practical evaluations





Timed examinations

3. Most stressful:-
2 x timed examinations (Comments – memory test)

4. Do best in:-

Oral presentations

Written coursework

5. Worst in:-

2 x timed examinations

6. Learn most from:-
Oral presentations

Written coursework

7. Most confident in:-
Oral or practical

Written coursework

8. Supported in:-
Dissertation only (not seen as seeking additional help)
Generally the two students felt that they didn’t want to ask for help because they felt they could cope fine by themselves and didn’t want to look weak.
They agreed they would not go to study skills – would either have to be ‘struggling’ or a ‘geek’ to go there.  They did not want to stand out, wanted to fall into the middle group.

They would though use online resources/ready made information where available and would welcome any group approach to study support.

There was a feeling that when constructive feedback was given they would use this to help them to improve, taking on key points and trying to alter their future approach.
These students were a little confused about the role of the personal tutor having only seen their tutor once at the beginning of the year.

Appendix K
Data from ‘Disabled Student’ Focus Group

It was not surprising to find one of the equality factors affecting assessment was disability. EIA’s are to show how equality of opportunity can be improved and to relate to specific equality duties of reducing harassment and different treatment. The main concerns students bring to the disability team are those concerning the fairness, or equable nature, of assessments. Prior to the EIA task, much information was held about this matter. The assessment process rather than just the assessment outcome informs much of this earlier information and also the information from the focus group.

The focus group comprised a range of disabilities, visual impairment, hearing impairment, three medical conditions, CFS, Colitis, Mental Health and two Physical/Mobility conditions, Aspergers/Autism and Dyslexia and Dyspraxia. The main uniting factor with all these disabilities is that assessments take longer to plan, prepare for and carry out and that not all are appropriate for every student (see report on alternative assessment)

Of general concern to all in the focus group was the end loading and clustering of deadlines (commented on elsewhere in the report) and how to comply with these deadlines. Marjon, rightly or wrongly, does not offer extensions. Nonetheless, this expectation has been raised by each of the students Technical Needs Assessment (TNA) as all say ...”x student will benefit from flexibility in submission of work”.

This seems to be seen as a requirement to enable those with a range of disabilities to study effectively. At Marjon they have to not meet the deadline and then apply for special circumstances either extenuating or via the Disability Co-ordinator, which is even more stressful There was much discussion about this situation ...”I always seem to get stressed and then become ill with a deadline for an assignment, which does look suspicious but is real”, …”however much planning and time I put in, I never finish my work properly, I need to take so long to write anything – as it says in my reports ’writing is not the best way for me to show my knowledge as I have to re-do it so many times’. “I really worry about getting extenuating circumstances because it looks as though I am not trying”.

Attendance and Presentations were discussed together – for many in the group the pressure of working with others was simply too much. ”I hate group presentations as I worry I’ll be unwell and let everyone down”.   “My tutors don’t always understand my absence is related to my disability which I am not able to always control”. Many in the group said other students did not want to work with them and issues arose in assigning partners. One tutor actually said “Who will work with X?” (the partially sighted student) in a way conveying it would be by default not choice. Student Y (hearing impaired) echoed this and said she ended up always working on her own and not in a group for a group assessment. One example came from Student C who was left to work with the other 2 disabled students as a group – all had different disabilities but it seemed all their peers saw working with them as a drawback. Student Y with the severe hearing impairment discussed at length how problematic ‘English’ was for her to understand in group situations with noise and the amplifying issues. She needs things explaining/breaking down and put in plain English. When she was included the team members would take over from her and she felt she didn’t contribute to the practical assessment. She felt very pressed for time to understand in such situations as ‘she really has to think about talking’. She also talked fully about needing as radio in exams as her tinnitus is impossible to work with if she is in a quiet place plus how the question is put in complicated language confuses her – she would like to have the questions in advance as it requires very thorough reading for her to understand what is being asked.

The issue of public feedback on assessment was heavily criticised by group members – they were often identified and attention drawn to their deficiencies in front of the whole tutor group. The timeliness and appropriateness of assessment feedback was another area of concern, especially for students with dyslexia and dyspraxia. Feedback was essential for them to make progress and understand the academic demands made on them. This often formed the core of their Specialist Study Skills tuition. Student D commented that her support was supposed to allow her to work independently but be supported – as it was deemed she had many complex tasks to complete she had been given 60 hours per year, 2 hours weekly, of specialist dyslexia study support and really needed effective feedback to know what to change and how to progress. There was much agreement from the group that often the handwritten tutor comments were not easy to read. This further informed the seeming lack of consistency in marking as the marks varied between tutors/courses and confused many of the group. 

Therefore, it seems that the point of assessment is where the implications of the groups various disabilities were most strongly evident. The group all explained how much time they spent on all assessments in comparison with their friends/others in their tutor groups. Again and again it was the process together with the actual assessment that caused concern for the focus group.

Student D talked about his book allowance in his TNA to allow for the time taken to read and said he was often expected to read a great deal for an assessment which sometimes just overwhelmed him and he gave up – it would be useful, he commented, if the really important reading could be more clearly emphasised to help students like himself.

For exams Student F was permitted special arrangements of a separate room, 25% extra time, use of electronic thesaurus with spell-check, coloured glasses, a reader and a writer/scribe. It was seen as advantaging the student by others, and clearly the view that students with disabilities get preferential treatment still exists. Some in the group then added they don’t always take all the adjustments they are entitled to because they wish to ‘blend in’ and would rather compromise an assessment than stand out as different. This mostly happened in Class Tests and the group explained that most tutors didn’t offer any special arrangements and they had only thought their special arrangements were for formal exams.

Another issue identified by this group was the need for clearer guidance on what was expected in assessments. Those with dyslexia, and especially dyspraxia, had difficulties working out what an assessment required even with study skills support to help with this concern. ’It is really difficult to start an assignment as I go round and round in circles reading the question – if it was explained by someone speaking about it I know |I would understand better.’

Clearly assessment practices are not always providing students with various disabilities the opportunities to demonstrate their knowledge and understanding in a way that is appropriate to meet the needs of their disabilities. It has not been possible to include all the discussion within the focus group. In outlining and highlighting some of the key concerns, there is sufficient evidence to indicate that EIA of Assessment is required to provide recommendations to ensure the assessments and the assessment process do not continue to disadvantage disabled students as an equality target group.

Appendix L
Data on alternative assessments

Providing alternative assessments is considered to be part of the adjustments required to enable disabled students to demonstrate learning outcomes in a more appropriate way relating to their disability. It needs to be understood that these adjustments/arrangements are not designed to give preferential treatment, but to offer all students equal opportunity to demonstrate knowledge and completion with the same academic standards being applied to all regardless of their disability. Studying at University/College entails a considerable amount of reading, research and absorbing materials from books, journals, internet, lectures and seminars and group discussions, written work with assignments and examinations, and placements and practical work, are all part of the curriculum. All these aspects of learning and remembering can be a challenge for all students with disabilities.

The purpose of all assessments is to gauge a student’s knowledge and competence. Therefore, determining appropriate arrangements for assessments and examinations depends upon accurately recognising exactly what is, and what is not, an essential competence.

The initial data collected from the Alternative Assessment Focus group confirmed that they are often confused that they are not offered alternative assessments readily and often have to request them specifically, and often via the disability co-ordinator. This confusion stems from each student having been fully assessed with a statement of need which will have clearly identified where/which alternative assessments should be offered in view of the relevant disability. For example, as reading, writing and basic numeracy skills are so essential to most learning, students with specific learning difficulties can find themselves disadvantaged. The students are well aware of what was included in their diagnostic tests from Educational Psychologists and subsequently in their Technical Needs Assessments (TNA’s). The reports detail the nature of any significant difficulties in reading, writing, spelling, mathematics and number work (if appropriate), and evidence of any cognitive and neurological disability – memory, visual perception, phonological processing and motor co-ordination. Therefore, the students presume this evidence will be used to help them avoid, where possible, assessments focused on these skills. Exams were identified as a particular issue relying on memory, stamina, organisation, motor co-ordination all to be done on the spot. The students all needed longer time, whatever their disability, and often missed being able to use the relevant technological strategies available to them to compensate for their range of disabilities, i.e. voice recognition software for the visually impaired and dyslexic/dyspraxic students. This reading back was important to those who find reading, for any reason, difficult. Student F with a visual impairment relies solely on technology and has a vast array of equipment to compensate for being registered as blind. However, it still takes a long time to use and become adept with the technology. The 50% extra time allocated her meant being longer in the exam room and the level of concentration severely compromised her achievement. One dyslexic student commented on a quote from his TNA … “producing written work presents D…with a series of obstacles to overcome.” Student D has language and text processing difficulties making reading and learning from text a struggle. This student cannot plan easily and has to re-write his work many, many times over to eliminate his mistakes. Student B refers to her needing a software option that will minimise the amount of paperwork and organisation involved in completing coursework and would prefer more verbal assessment. Student C was told that screen reader would allow her to have text read back from the computer so that the reading concentration and stamina for typing could be substantially alleviated. Again, this student would like alternative assessments more verbally focused.

Assessments where attendance is considered a key component of the assessment also disadvantaged many in the group and they had experienced many problems and misunderstandings due to this. Student B with severe colitis was identified in his TNA as “..needs to work at home as much as possible and practical in case of flare ups of his condition”. Student C with Ehler-Danlos Syndrome explained that she had spent 3 hours prior to assessment in Accident and Emergency because her wrists and elbows were swollen and painful from the preparation involved and anxious not to be absent. Her TNA stated she had to avoid “extended, repetitive actions”. Student D with Cystic Fibrosis explained about the regular hospital chest clinic visits and stays in hospital when very unwell – immediate intravenous antibiotics were required. This also affected placements – a key area where non-attendance was problematic and the students talked about more flexibility and understanding, if not alternative assessments in such situations.

Also, a big challenge commented on by the group was deadlines, especially for those with sporadic conditions related to medical ill health. Student E has a formal diagnosis of agoraphobia and panic attacks and this makes attending and meeting deadlines problematic. Alternative assessments would enable her to study less stressfully. 

Other comments focused on Presentations. These may be particularly difficult for some students, for reasons mentioned above, but especially relating to fixed attendance, nervousness as an illness and ability to think and speak on the spot. The group all accepted that most students felt nervous but felt their particular disability further disadvantaged them. However, those with literacy problems commented they found Presentations preferable. Their views highlight the need for a range of assessments that could be selected from, where academic integrity would not be compromised.

The group reported that, where possible, they choose modules according to the type of assessment, thus self selecting their own alternative assessments. This may have been expressed by students in terms of ‘preference’, however, this is a preference based on very detailed analysis and knowledge of which types of assessments suit their particular disability as outlined in their TNAs, supported by medical evidence or educational psychology reports.

A purely outcome approach to considering the equality impact of different forms of assessment, i.e. looking at the grades obtained, does not detail the effort, stress and work that has informed the process of assessment. The ‘process’ of studying commented on by the students in the group highlighted that for every one of them, regardless of disability, studying and producing assessments took a great deal longer than for many of their peers without such difficulties. The outcomes approach conceals missed deadlines, extenuating circumstances applied for, re-take work either in the summer or re-taking a year, thus several opportunities to pass the assessment are not identified if only considering outcomes. Interruptions, withdrawals and converting to part-time to cope with studying are also not identified.

The group concluded that there are many different ways of assessing their learning (the learning outcomes). They would all like further research to consider assessment choice and patterns. Also, there was great interest expressed in being allowed to choose how to demonstrate the learning outcomes. They all concluded that good academic practice would be to provide a range of alternative assessments in all modules.

Appendix M
SAM EIA Feedback Form

Feedback on the Student Assessment Methods Equality Impact Assessment can be given anonymously however it would be helpful if you could complete the following information:-
Are you a member of Staff/Student/Visitor? …………………………………………………
If student, what year of study are you currently in? …………………………………………

Gender …………………………………

Age ……………………………………….
Ethnicity ……………………………….

First language …………………………...

Would you describe yourself as having a disability or impairment? ………………………

A person has a disability if s/he has a physical or mental impairment which has a substantial and long-term (at least 12 months) adverse effect on her/his ability to carry out normal day-to-day activities.

	Feedback and comment on the work carried out, the conclusions reached or the proposed recommendations:-
Continue overleaf if required..

	Any additional comment:-

Continue overleaf if required..


Please return completed forms to Lynda Tout, Equality & Diversity Co-ordinator at ltout@marjon.ac.uk or by post to the University College by 30th November 2010.

Appendix N 

Student Assessment EIA Feedback on Interim Report – December 2010

Student feedback:-

The report was sent directly to the SU President and Vice President and also introduced to Student Representatives at the Student Experience Council on 11th November, some questions were asked by representatives in order to clarify what type of outcomes might come out of this.  Representatives were asked to ensure the UC received feedback from students on this work.

The report was also publicized through Learning Space and was sent directly to the participants of the Survey Monkey questionnaire used in the research.

Three completed feedback forms were received – with no issues raised on either of these except a request from one student that we engage students more in work of this nature as a way of giving them experience of research in general.
Staff feedback on the research and analysis/conclusions:-
The report was publicized through the Staff Newsletter and initial feedback through this mechanism included:-

1. I have some concerns about the focus on young male students and the link made between assessment type and gender. For example written assessments are stated to advantage mature female students and disadvantage young male students. This does not take into account other factors (for example motivation to work), which may mean that mature women achieve higher grades. I think It is difficult to say there is a direct relationship between achievement and type of assessment for young men (as opposed to disability for example where it is ‘easier’ to see a direct link).

2. The dominant discourse of the underachievement of ‘boys’ in education is a contested one, and I am concerned that the ‘findings’ of this report uncritically reinforces this discourse. 

3. Many perspectives regarding discrimination and oppression would argue that young men are in fact a highly privileged group in UK society, and I am concerned that this report does not take account of that.

This feedback was echoed by two other members of staff who spoke to me directly about their concerns.

The EIA work was introduced at the Faculty of Sport, Media & Creative Arts development day on 24th November.  A short discussion followed with staff wishing to highlight concerns around having different assessments for different groups of students.  Staff were reassured this would not form part of the conclusions however they would be encouraged to employ a range of appropriate assessments on each module and Programme Leaders would be required to look at assessment types across all compulsory modules to ensure there was an adequate balance of assessment methods used.

The Faculty of Education, Health & Welfare had their faculty development day in January 2011 and took the opportunity to look at assessment as one of their three themes.   In general many concerns about the methodogy of the work and about how the conclusions were reached from the results of the research were raised.  Specific feedback included:-

1. In terms of the consultation process staff felt that it was very positive to open this work up for discussion through the faculty day but felt more time should have been specifically set aside for this purpose.

2. In terms of the actual focus of this EIA, staff felt that the omittance of BME student scores was a mistake.  The fact that there were low numbers of BME students on which to focus could have been acknowledged but ethnicity should have been addressed regardless.  In addition, there was surprise that the Malaysian students views/data were not included in the EIA.  Staff also questioned whether the students chosen were representative of all programmes.
3. Feedback strongly encouraged the setting out of the methodology in clear terms particularly if this was to be a driver for future policies on assessment (for example, how were the focus group participants chosen?  Were they representative?).  Staff also highlighted the need for further background information in the report, for example were those students who had English as a second language overseas students or British BME students?

4. In terms of the overall process in general, there was agreement that it was positive that the UC had started a thematic process of EIA and had ensured that the student voice was being listened to and built into the recommendations.  It was noted that good use was made of focus groups and a wide variety of data sources was accessed.

5. With regard to drawing conclusions from the data, many staff wanted to understand whether the results were statistically valid and significant.  Also generally staff noted that the conclusions assumed a cause and effect and didn’t feel it was appropriate to do so.  Other factors such as working hard, more commitment, having more to lose were not taken into account.  The word ‘favoured’ was used in the interim report – it was felt that this suggested something negative and it was requested that this be replaced with a more suitable term.

6. It was felt that more investigation into specific areas might have added to the work (for example, to help understand the attitude and lifestyle of young male students as one cause for the effect shown on young males) helping to draw out more reliable conclusions.

7. Staff felt that the use of the word ‘disability’ was unhelpful particularly in terms of assessment.  It covers too wide a range of impairments and it would have been more helpful to break this down into a narrower range, for example the difference between learning difficulties and physical disabilities makes generalization impossible.  It was also felt that the report should note that the fact that disabled students appear to perform well in exams doesn’t mean disadvantage doesn’t exist (do they have to work harder?).
8. The balance between pedagogy of assessment and supporting students to participate in assessment was raised.

9. A copy of a journal article by Becky Francis* was provided by one member of staff as part of the feedback from this faculty.  This piece outlines the discourse on the ‘gender gap’ in achievement between boys and girls highlighting feminist concerns on the ‘poor boys’ discourse which has negative permutations for girls’ schooling. 

10. Staff enquired as to whether there was any national benchmarking which could have been accessed as part of this work.
11. The recommendations were generally felt to be very positive, particularly welcome was the suggestion to work more closely with student support.  Although the provision of guidelines was also welcomed, it was felt that this needed to be an informed process that encourages ownership, is enabling and meaningful.  It was suggested that a further recommendation should require each programme or department to investigate some of the issues highlighted in the work, in light of their own assessment and programmes of study.  The need to consider any action plan at a programme level particularly with regard to long term as well as short term responses was raised.

*Francis, B., (2006) Heroes or zeroes?  The discursive positioning of ‘underachieving boys’ in English neo-liberal education policy,Journal of Education Policy, Vol. 21, No. 2, March 2006, pp. 187-200
Other feedback received from staff included :-
5.5 The UC needs to seek a way in which academic staff can easily access adjustments 
required for disabled students in their class.

5.6
Module Guides should outline to students that adjustments will be offered automatically 
for declared disabled students for timed examinations but for other types of assessment additional advice may need to be sought.

5.7 Consideration should be given to developing ways to combat the apparent under-performance of young males.

Lynda Tout

Equality & Diversity Co-ordinator
Appendix O
Abbreviations

Abbreviations used in this report or its appendixes:-

DC – Disability Co-ordinator

EDC – Equality and Diversity Co-ordinator

EIA – equality impact assessment

FEHW – Faculty of Education, Health and Welfare

FSMCA – Faculty of Sport, Media and Creative Arts

LATCo – Learning and Teaching Co-ordinator

LQSC – Learning Quality Standards Committee

SAM EIA – Student Assessment Methods, Equality Impact Assessment group

SCCS – School of Culture, Communication and Society

SEPD – School of Education and Professional Development

SS – Student Support

SSPEL – School of Sport, Physical Education and Leisure

SU – Student Union

UC – University College

UCP Marjon – University College Plymouth, St Mark & St John
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�I assume this relates specifically to formal timed tests/exams as it would not be appropriate for staff to need to know about these on an on-going basis 


�Wondering whether a re-wording to, eg: Academic staff to ensure students are clear about the nature of the assessments they will be under-taking for a module and that Registry  is informed if a formal, in class timed assessment is planned so that the appropriate support can be put in place for eligible students 


�See comments above -  ie they will only be offered ‘automatically’ if Registry is advised and can inform staff accordingly


�Suggested addition – maybe should go up as 5.4 though?
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